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Child Welfare Workers and

Michigan’s Family Court Legislation:
e Relationship Between
Policy and Practice

BY JOSEPH HOZAKIEWICE, 1.D,, MSW

ABSTRACT
Mickigan created o Pamily cont in 1998, combiniag @ o single court jevis-

ANTRODUCTION AND
PROBLEM STATEMENT

Social
historically plaved key roles
i the area of child welfare,
including child abuse  and
neglect cases, child cuseody
wanes, and juvenile  delin-
Child welfure s
unigue from other areas of
social work practice because
in the child welfure Field, the
sociil services system and the judictary must work as
one, Child welfare workers must be well versed in the
lows affecting childeen's inteecses
comfortable working within a legal svstem dominared
by attormeys, judges, and court staff. Within this system,
child welfare workers must design, recommond, amd
implemeent & myriad of court-ordered services that seck
o serve the children's best interests in @ variety of

workers  have

UERCY,

Fhey must e

contexts.

Throughout this article, | use the term “child welfare
wirketr”™ i include all secial service professionals who
work with familics and chifdren in the various matces
brought before Michigan's family courts, The term “child
welfare worker” has traditinnally been wsed o refer o
professionals who work with abused or neglecoed

dittion over most fomily low coses. This study exomines the child weffore
workars' role im areating fhe fomily court, the fomily court's impoct on dhid
walfore workers' pradice, and child welfore warkers' efferts 1o educate
oty prafessionak en the potentiol benefits of the family court system, This
shady foond thot child welfars warkers were net ey involved in the ore-
afion of the forssly court and have met nggressively seaght fa educate other
professnasis regarding the fomily caut’s polenfial. Ferthes, though child
wellore workers’ raception of the fomily court has lergely betn posifive {or
o le=st neutral). child welfare weekers must toke greater adversoge of the
fomily court systens to improve the effactivesess of their proctice.,

children, 1 use this term
meare broadly o encompass
il prodessionals who inter-
vene in the Gumily system
regardless of the specific
presemting  problem  they
seck to address,

The cournt systcm in
which Michigan's  child
welfare workers practice
wits radically reorganized on
January 1, 1998, when che
Family Division of the Circuit Cowrt {the “Family Couart™)
vime inte existence. Michigan's Family Court was grant-
el jurisdiction, or legal authority, to handle cases
thought o fall within the genenil category of *Rmily
Tawe” These matters include juvenile delinguency, child
abuse and npeglect, divorce, child custody, parenting
umee, and child suppore. As discussed below, the Family
Carurt was credted in response o percelved shormoom-
ings in the existng judicial system. Proponents of the
family court system sought o creale 1 more
“familyricndy” and efficient court system, The family
court mosde] s deslgned o trear families “holistically” by
bringing before a single judpe all sssues thar bring
Gimilies under the cowrt’s broad jurisdicgon,

Throughout the twenticth century, the poléntiil

Josaph Kozaklawlex 2: e Coowa County Faend of the Courl in Groed Housn, Michigon, loseph Koeablesics monoges the deporiment ressomib’s
for recommending and enforcing family coart ordere i e domashc relohgne mreaa, Sin Kacokiswids sormed b boachelad's dnd b degrees lrem Couimbia
Unimredy in 1925 and 1938, mepechvedy. Mo gored o wosder’s degeee in sociol work from Grond Malley Slote Ureasreby in 2000,
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Michigan's Fomily Court Legislatian

beneiits of the Gmily court svstem pained increasing
recognition tn & number of states, At the same tme, the
sl wark prodession witnessed the development and
increasing popubrizy of fmelv-based treatment, The
necessity and propricty of intervening and providing
treatimenit af the family level §s now a hallmark of social
work prictice. Theough dilferent mowtes, both the
jualicinry in states such as Michigan and the social work
prrofessid have come o recoenize the necessity of
treating the Lmily a5 an eptry distinct Pom s
itslividual members.

Griven the prominent role thag chibd welfare work-
crs play within the fmily court svstem, one would
amsumie that child welare workers playved an active mle
in developing and desipning Michigan's Family Court,
Further, given the social service professionals’ commii-
gt o effect sound public policy in matters mportane
t their professions, one would expect child welfare
wiorkers o have been actively invobved in developing
the public policy creating Michigan's Family Court.
Unfortunately, the exisiing lteramre does not seveal the
cxtent (o which child welfare workers were involved in
creating and designing Michigan's Familv Cowrt system

& grest deal of lterature does exist regarding the
history, characieristics, and advantages of the fmiby
court system from the judiclary’s perspecuivie. Simikarfy,
a great deal of lerature exists regarding the develop-
ment and proprecoy of family-based services within the
social work profession, and the feld of child welfare in
particular However, the existing litesiture does not con-
sider whether the advent of the family court svstem has
improved the child welfire worker's ahiliny o peovide
famiby-focused seryvicoes and treatment,

I lisght of these gaps in the litcramre, this acticke
focuses an theee broxd guestions, First, to what exgent
did child welfire workers participate in creating of
Michigan’s Family Court? Second, has the creation of
Michigan’s Family Court affected child welfare practce
from the child welfare worker's perspective? Thind, bave
chiid welfam workers sought o educare other profes
siomids on the potential benefics of 3 family court system
fromi the child welfare worker's perspoctive? These
epprestions shift the diebate surrounding the Bunily oourt
avelem from [ssues regarding court administration and
jusdicial workloads toward @ focus on the fundamental
reason wsderiying the Bmily cout's very existence
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Providing and effectively delivering family-hised services
i thee fumilies under the cowrt's jursdiction.

While the research presenied i this article is limi-
il 1w Michigan's Family Cowrt, the gquestions raised in
this artcle and the conclusions doiwn are instructive 1o
family eourts in other states. Inoevery state. the deiving
force in developing 2 family court system has been to
servet fmilids who come before the court in family Faw
matters more elficiently sl effectively, To carry out this
peneral goal, every family coun pelies on a number of
child wellire workers 1o assist the court in fashioning
approprizie court orders, and in enforcing those orders,
A dliscussed below, this nexus of social and legal servic
ex iakes the Bimily court 3 vpigue entioy, Becognicion of
this nexes of socul and lepal services bed the autbor o
consider the specific questions explored in this arucle,
As this nexus is charscieristic of all Fumily courts, the
conclusiens drawn from this soudy are instactive o
practitimors in other states” mily courds, and speclfi-
cally to the chikl welfare workers who practice in other
states” family courts,

Literature Review
The Development of the Family Court System

The Family Division of Ciecidn Court Act (199465
cresited Michigan's Family Count effectve January 1,
1958, The Family Court assumed jurisdiction over a1 vaci-
ciy of matters formery under the juristiction of cther
the Juvenile DNvision of the Probsite Court (the " juvenile
count”™) or the genceal jurisdiction Circuit Court. Many
authors hive discussed the history and development of
the jovenile court from its inception in Uinoks in 1899
tor the recent ereation of unified Gmily courts (Edwards,
1990 Fox, 199 Hurest, 1999 Ross, 1998; Rubin, 1990;
Shephend, 1999, Stevenson of al, 1996, Costello {1998,
Februaryy and Schaefer (2060, March) [ocus on the
particutar development of Michigan's Family Coure
I will highlight a number of trends from the Hteratire
that are most relevant to the ssues discussed in this i
cle While oot unigue (o Michigan, the orends T describe
are indicarive of rrends that fed o development of the
Family Court in Michigan.

The Fmily court's. history can be traced o the
ciarliest public policies designed o prosect children. In
the carly ninetcenth cenoury, many siptes began o ke
allirmative speps 1o promote and protect the general



welfare of children, As Fox (1996 notes, in 1524 he
Mew York legistiture opened o House of Refuge for
voung affenders thowght capable of reform. Children
deemed in need of care due to their parents” shorteom-
ings were alwo housed in this faciliy. Other states subse-
quently established simifar institutions designed (o
protect children from their abusive familics and to
protect socicty from the children's antisocil betuavioes.

the first juvenile court in Chicago i 1594,

Since its Inceplion in nineteeath-century Chicago,
the juvenile court system has distinguished berween
children necding care due w their definguent bebavior
and children needing cane due to their parents’ filure to
provide them a safe home environment (Stevenson et
al., 19963, Katner (1999) has suggested that this bright
line distinction is misieading because many children
involved in the count system need care for both reasons
Katner recognized that juvenie delinguency and child
neglect or abuse should be viewed as symptoms of
family dvsfunction. Recognition of this circumstance
wias one factor leading to creation of the family court
SVRLEIT i many stafes.

Mevertheless, juvenile court systems continue o
distimguish children based on the circums@ances that
have brought them within the juvenile court's jurisdic-
L, Omoe brovght under the court’s jurisdictoen, o child
is made a ward of the court on one of two generd bases
Delinquency wards are children alleged 1o have violated
crimirgl laws or 1o have committed soatus offenses,
(Sratus offenses such as truancy, running away from
home, and incorrigibility are behaviors sanctionable
only because the actor is a chilkd,) In contrust, depend-
ency wards are minors deemetd in need of care due to
tbuse or neglect they have suffered ar the hands of their
parents or other carctakers. Delinquency waeds thus
find themsehes sulyject to the court’s authority due to
their own behavior; dependency wards fnd themselves
subject 1o the court’s authority due o the behavior of
others.

Children thus enter the juvenile court svstem
through different jurisdictional “points of entry,” and are
then treated from distinet perspectives. Once the court
obtains jurlsdiction vver a child, the coust must respondl
tik the child's percedved probidem. The court's response s
largely based upon the specific (urisdictiona) basis that

brought the child under the court's autherity, In the
Socil services professional’s hinguape, this specific
jurisdictional hasis would be referred 1o as the ~present-
ing prablem”

With delinquency wiards, juvenile couns lave trads
tionally focused on the child's sehabilitarion Qemson &
Howapd, 1998; Mitchell, 19903, However, the courts have
always songht o balance the goal of rehabilication with
i necesslty ol prdcodag secely o Jangeiis
Voutlis, As Teoson and Mowand (1993 wrie, juvenile
courts hive historically slrermated between focusing oo
punishment and rehabilitation us the public's dand thos
the politicians’y perception of the court’s role and soci-
ety's necds shift from time o tme. Despine these policy
shifts, the Juvenile court system has always maingained 3
fundamental distinction froam the adult criminal system.
where the notion of rehabilitation has fong since been
abandoned (Jenson & Howanl, 1998; Stevenson cf al.,
1996} Cnece a child becomes a delinguency ward of the
juvenile court, a viriety of chibd welfare workers, inclod:
ing probation officers, counselors, and therapises, begin
working toward the child's rehabilication,

With dependency wands, juvenile courlts hive
historically focused on providing children safe, healthy
home covironments (Hardin, 1996; Schiene, 1998).
Tension in this feld of practice has revolved arund
competing needs—the need 1o romove children from
their parents” care to prevent risk o the chilel, and rhe
need 10 provide those parents whatever services are
necessiry to avoid removal (Cook, 20000 Schene, |99,
The fundamental question is whether society. and this
the courts, should place a higher value on family preser-
vilion or should focus effort= on finding an alicrnate,
permanent placement for chifdeen whe have been
removed from thelr family. Historically, the courts'
preference for Gamily prescrvation veesas removal has
shifted in response to public and policlcal (and thos
legislative) swings of opinlon (Cool, 2004: Schene,
1998}, Regardiess, once 4 child is made a dependency
ward of the court, foster care workers, counselors,
therapisis, adoption workers, and other child welfare
workers begin carrving out the cour's dircctions,

Research conducted in o number of stagcs s
revedled that manvy familics involved in the juvenile
courts are invidved in bodh delingeenoy el dependency
inetrers (Ratners, 1999), Other researcihy reveals tharl mans
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of the same familics volved in these juveniie courn
matgers are also invalved in o separace domestic relstion
matter {Rubin & Flango's studics as cired in Stevenson
al., 1990; Hubin, 199, Domestic relitions marmers
include divorce, legal sepaeation, patermity, child cos
toady; and child suppory manters. Absent 2 unified family
court svatem, domestic peladons matters are pesolved in
a geoeral jurisdiction trisl court in which other civil as
well as criminal matters are resolved, The research cited
abowve, as well 25 supporting anecdotal evidence from a
variety of sources within and from outside the court sys-
tem, prowvided an initial impetus for 3 unified Bmily
COUrt tn many states

Proponenis of @ unifled family cowrt have offercd a
number of arguments in support of their position (Page,
1993; Rubin, 1996; Stevenson eral., 19963, One argument
stems frovm the practical reality of administering 3 non-
unified court. Families invelved in 2 non-unified court
system through dependency matters, delinquency orat-
ters, and domestic selations matters are often forced to
appear before different judges in & number of differem
procesdings. Within g single county a varieny of judges
preside in different. courts often in physically distant
locations, One objective of o unified family court is 10
provide familics a single judige to preside over all the
nuitters within the Bmily cowrt’s heoad  jurcisdiction,
Proponents of this system siress that the family court's
jurisdiction must ar 3 minimum include dependency
cuses and delinguency cases from the juvenibe court and
all domestic relations proceedings from the gencral
jurisdiction trial courr (Maional Council of Tuvenile and
Family Court Judges, 1997, Katz & Kiho, 19917 Thies,
families involved in any of these vpes of proceedings
wiould appear before specialized Bmily count judges
who would preside over cach distince family law pro-
ceeding,

A second argument bhehind the dreive o create uni-
fiedd Bamily cowrts focuses on the unigue nature of “fam-
ily lawe” Uindertying all the diverse matters encompassing
family law is a single constant—rhe dynamics of the fam-
iy, Mumerous studies have sought o understand the
connection berween varous sorts of fmily dysfunction
and juvenite delingueney, child abuse, and child neglecr
{Dobbin & Gatowski, 1906; Earls & Heiss, 1994 Kelley,
Thomberry & smith, 1997, August; Smith & Thornberry,
1995; Wells & Hankin, 1991; Williams, Avers & Arthu,
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190970, Few studies are conclusive, but many proponcnis
of the family court system believe thar underlying moss,
if nor all, fBamily e maers are common factors involyv-
ing the particular famib's dynamics and development
These factors often include poor parenting skills, domes-
te vinlence, amd pareatl substance dhuse. Proponents
of the amily court sysiem argue thar a specialized Fami
Iy court is necessary to address these complex cases in
an efficient. compeent mEnner

Adklitionally, in all fumily law matters the court muse
balance the compering rights of 2mily members who
are ofien at odids with the "svstem” and with each other,
The court must v cognizant of the undedying amily
dynamics a= well as the individoal famidly members®
strengths, weaknesses, motives, and ability o change.
In short, the cowrt nust be equally well versed in social
scicnces such as paychology, social work, and child
developmendt, as in the liw (Edwands, 1992; Page, 1993;
Rioms, [59H) As Pape notes, the emphasis on the spoial
sCienoes s what distinguishes family law practice from
practice in other areas of the law. Given this unigque
aspect of Bunily iw prctice, proponencs of the unified
family court system argue that Bmily lew should be
administered by judpges who preside over all cases
involving Faomily b matters, and ideally over only
family lawr cases (Page, 1993 Stevenson et al,, 19953, The
Family court svstem is designed to create a specially
trained judiciary able to handle the complex, multidisci-
plinary issues brought before the court.

The Development of Family Systems Perspective and
Family-Based Trectment in the Social Work Field

As commentiators on the judiciary such as Edwards
C1992 5 and Page (1993) have made clear, family bow prac-
tice is closely entwined with social work practice. The
social work profession has historically emphasized child
welfare prictice (Hartman, 1990; Litzelfclner & Petr.
1997 As discussed below, the social work profession
alser has a long tradition of diagnosing and treating fun-
ity dhvsfunction (Bardhill & Sanders, 1988

These fundamental aspecis of social work pracrice
have led to o union of the social work and legal prosfes-
sions in family law maners, Theoughout the teentieth
century, the judiciary increasingly came to realize that
family law cases involve family mariers, as opposed to
individual marmers, Simikardy, the socil work profession



developed familyfocused teeatment both in thewory and
practice throughout the twentieth century, T will briefly
discuss developments in the social work profession to
illustrate how these developments neatly coincide with
the trends described above regarding the development
of the unified family court system.

The social work profession is generally thought to
have begun with the advent of *friendly visitors” in the
ninetcenth century (Jobnsen, 19943, These friendly visi-
tors, or charitable volunteers, sought to address a num-
ber of issues facing the poor, and in particular poor
immigrants who had recently arrived in the United
Statcs. These volunteers focused on helping the poor
face the myriud of challenges in the society of that day,
bt even the eardiest social workers soon began o iden-
tify the family as the appropriate level for treatment.

Mary Richmond is generally credited with being the
first sociul worker to clearly articulate the necessiry of
treating not the individual, but the individual client's
entire family (Bardhill & Saunders, 1988). In Social
Diagnosis (1917), Richmond described her commitment
to family-hased interventions. Despite Richmiond's early
efforts, social workers turned away from the family per-
spective for much of the first hall of the twentieth cen:
tury Johnson, 19943, However, development of amily-
focused perspectives in the social sciences in the mid
twentieth century refocused the social work profession
on Bichmond's carly waork.

A major step in the development of the family-sys-
tems perspeclive was taken by Von Bertalanffy, who is
credited with firse articulating general systems theory in
the mid-1950s (Johnson, 1994; Rodway, 1996). Von
Bertalanffy (1969} adapred concepts from the physical
sciences to @ genenl theory of systems that was subse-
quently applied to the social sciences, including social
work. Regarding social work, generil systems theory is
based on the premise that human beings live within a
varicty of interrelated systems. Examples of systems
within our modern society include the immediate Fumé-
Iy, the extended family, the workplace, the COmmunity,
and the larger society. Individuals interact with elemenis
within each of these systems, and the elements of these
systems im turn interact with each other in a dynamic,
ongring fishion. Life itsell may be described as the
process of successfully mamaging and manipulating
these interactions om a daily basis.

loseph Kozakiewicz, 1.D., MSW

trtnend systems theory was readily adapted o
social work practice with families (Johnson, 1994:
Rodway, 1996). Families were recognized s living,
dymamic systems in which the individual member mLy
thrive or struggle. The individual's dysfunction became
recognized as a sympiom of the larger system's—the
Bl 's—dvsfiinetinn This perspeetive’s il s not o
absolve the individual of responsibllity for his or her
wctions, but ruher to consider the individual's behavior
from the broader perspective of the systems in which
he or she lives, Further, social workers came to recog-
nize that one could not expect an individual to change
his or her behavior If the individual's immediate
mast intimate system, the family, remained seatic,

As noted by Johnson (1994) and Nichols and
Schowartz (1995), the family system perspective was
incorporated into a variery of family practice models.
Since the mid-1970s, Bimily themapy has become the
treatment mode of choice among most clindcal social
work professionals (Rodway, 1996) Today, social work-
ers continue to profess the necessity of teeating rhe fam-
iy system. and numerous oreatment technigues and
mcthods are taught in secial work programs throughout
the country (Nichols & Schwartz, 199%). Many authors
tave specifically stressed the propriety and necessioy of
treating families under the family court's jurisdiction
from the family systems perspective (Edwards, 1992,
Lichtenwalter, Bolerjack & Edwards 1997 Lewis, 1999
Moore, 199G; Ross, 1998; Waldfogel, 1998). Berg (1994)
stresses that today's child welfare workers must be
traineed 1o effectively intervene on the family level in all
the diverse maiters encompassing the modern field of
child welfure.

In light of the developments described above, a
number of questions arise. First, 1o what extent were
child welfare workers involved in creating and organiz-
ing Michigan's Family Courts? Given the special roke
child welfare workers play in family law maners, it
stards to reason that their input would have been valu-
able and necessary 10 create an effective family court, In
Michigan, the state task force established o implement
the family court system was comprised of judges. court
administrators, attorneys, and other governmen: offi-
cials (Family Courr Division Implementation Task Forve,
1997, Febrwary). The extent to which child welfare
workers lent their expertise in designing and imple-
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menting Mickigan's Tamily Coures is unclear,
Additionally, one must consider whesher the family

court bas impacted the ohild wellsse workers' ability (o

cffeciively Intervene

Underving oll the statistcs, assumptions, and theories

within the familv sysiem
offercd o support the Fumily court, the fundamental
gasumpilon remains that 2 wnified fmily court can
provide more effectve services to families than can the
eraditional court ofganicition. Apart from the conven-
icnce of i single Judpe being assigned o a family, and
apart from the vilue of judges devored solely o Gamily
b mamers, what impact bas she Bmily court made on
the piofessionals who provide services o the Rimilies
under the cour's jurisdiction? Tn short, Bow has the Gm-
ily court structsre affected the child welfire workers’
ahdlity to effectively deliver Fumibv-based services? Add
finally, since the family court system was adopied . in
Michigan, have child welfare workers sought oo educate
other professionals on the mily cour sysiem's poten-
tial w0 berter provide family-bused services?

These issues have not been previously studied. My
review of the existing lerawre did oot reveal any
research regarding the child welfire workers” advocacy
tor or direct imvalvement in the efeation of o fumiby
court system, Much research has focused on the impact
of the family court system on the judiciary and on the
necessity of providing famdly-based services to Bmilics
that comc before the family court. However, the Bmily
court system's impact on the abibey of child welfire
workers to provide effective famil-based services his
not been studied. In the next session of this paper, | will
discuss my methodology, and the limiaons of that
methodology, in secking to answier these quesions.

Methodeology

Appendix A contains the survey form distribubed 1o
child welfare workers o address the gquestions miised
above. As moted previousity, 1 bave defined the werm
“child welfre woder” to inchede all professionals who
wiork with familics and children in the variows marers
broeght before the family courr, Thies, § diseribuped mv
survey B pridessiopals working within the following
fietds in the famdly cowrt svstem; child sbuse and neg-
lect, juvenile delinguency, domestic eelatons, court
wdministration, and therapy and counscling,

Ackclitionally, | did mot Hmit my survey (o profession-

. E
Ly J
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als who have achieved degrees inosoctal work or any
ather specific jreognim  or  inining
Privfessicnals curvently working within the child welfare
Gl have g variety of educional beckgrounds, inclod
ingg =ocial work. psychology, education, snd criningl jus-

edusatiaonal

tioe, Supvey question five addresses this cirounsiance
My survey wias dusigiied o capiure the opinions of any
professionats who work with children and . families
involved in the family court system, regardless of their
Formal trainirg and education

1 disiributed noy survey through convenienoe and
snowhall samipling fechnigues, 1 first asked a number of
SUPETVisors in virous courts and agencies to distribote
surveyvs o thelr stalfs, From each person 1 spoke with, |
sought the mames of additional contacts | could ask to
digrribure the surviey. | also had coworkers amd other
professionsl acquaintances distribure surveys at 3
variety of professional functions where child welfare
workers gathened.

My research methods are subject to a number of
limitarioms, First, | did pot seck to obtain o mndom sane
e of poofessionals working in Michigan's Family
ClErns
samipling technigues, I drew o 3 sample that may sl
be representanive of the barger class of child welfare
wiorkers throughowt the entire state. Additionally, as is
the case with all sclfcompleted sirveys, my SUrveys
wiere likely completed more often by persons with
sirong opinions regarding the isswes mised in the survey,
Thuss, the survey results eould be skewed wowand either
extreme. Further | designed my survey o caplung
specific answers to very broad questions. Most ol the

By relving on convenlence and snowhall

gueéstions st forth in the survey warmanl exiensive
foliowsup. T limit the scope of this research, | chose not
o wnclude gualitative guestions on my survey.,

Additionally, although survey respondenis were
asked 1o provide their county of practice, feld of prac-
tice, vears of experience, educational background, and
highust educational degree. | have not proposcd amy
relationship botween these variables and the responses
o ey survey questions, | oodlected these data ro decer-
mting whether those variables might (ndicate amy gener-
al trends contrary to the rends my resedrch revealed for
the populition a5 3 whole, My inention was (o rdise
porential hyvpotheses for fumire research.

Even considering the methodological lmitations



discussed above, my research methods were appropri-
ate for the task ar hand. My research methods provided
daa serring forth a snapshot of many child welfare
wiorkers' opinions regarding the impact of the unified
Fumily Court system on their fickl of pmctice ar the
current time. Further, my research revealed a snapshor
o thet rote plaved by child seelfare workers in the Famh
Court's creation, and in the ongolag cducsion of other
professionals working within the Family Court system.
My survey rosults thus permin formusdation of peneral
implications for child welfire pracrice,

Summary of Research Results

Approximately 300 surveys were dstributed 1o
child welfare workers, One hundred sevenry-seven
surveys were completed and returned. Survevs were
cotbected from at least one child welfare workier in 20 of
Michigan's 37 judicial circuits.  Additionally, surveys
were returned by professionals within each field of
practice I sought to reach The survey respomdents rep-
resent @ waniery of levels of expericnce and educational
backgrounds. Appendix [ sets forth the overall resulis
of all survey responses. Survey results may not wosal 104
percent in all cases beciuse some respondents indicar-
ed more than one fickl of pructice or educational
background. Additionally, some respondents failed 1o
answer each survey question.

I will discuss my research results as they fall inoo
four specific categories: (1) the creation of the Family

Joseph Kozakiewicr, J.D., MSW

Court, (2} the overall impact of the Family Court on
child welfare pructice; (3 the Family Court’s impact on
court-ordered services; and (43 the chibd welfire work.
er'’s mole in educating other Family Court professionals,

The Creatien of the Family Court

Table T scis o the ovedt cosalis Tor the six
survey quesiions cegarding the role child welfare work
ers plaved in ¢reating the fumily count sysiem. As Table
I indicates, 8% pereent of the survey respondents
agreed that they have a stke in the family count svs-
tem’s effective operation. Only § percent of the respon-
dents disngresd with rhis staterment. Further, 78 percent
of the respondents were aware thar the Michigan legis-
lature was drafiing legistation to create a family court
znd 73 percent of the respondents believed they could
have provided usetul inpur in the process of dmfting
that legislation. However only 3 percent of the respon-
dents acroally participated in the legislative process
leading to the family court’s creation. Fusther, 69 per-
cent of the respondents indicated that they could have
plaved a valuable role in implementing the family court
system in the county in which they practice, but only 13
percent of the respondents actually did play such a role.
Responses 1o these questions followed these patterns
regandless of the respomdent’s county of pracuice, field
of - practice, years of expevience, educational back-
pround, or highest educational degree.

TABLE V0

F'l’-l:ldl’rlnrrer's in my field of practice
hove a stake in the effective oparation

of the Family Court.

’Iﬁ{. el A "'v{'lﬁﬂ:ﬂr:.: ; @4;:"
'hﬂiﬂniﬁ‘lu lh&m@ d{ﬂﬁ' Eﬁh’f A
I eould hove provided inpul in dr.::flmg

the legislation that created the Family C:;:uurl
| wos lnw:-h&d in the legislative pmﬁaas

leading to the creafion of the Farmily Euurr
| could have played o valuable role in creafing

or erganizing the Fomily Court in my cownty.
| did play a rele in creafing or organizing

the Family Court in my county.

e e

NO OPINION
143 7
10%

131
75%

127
73%

3%
122

69%
22

13%
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The F::rml:r Cc:-url shiculd wd-:r Satvitas
I:ll'ld 1rau'rrnerrr that ’rurga’r I‘|'=-E| ﬁ:lmllg.-' syalem

Slnl:u !I:la #u |.'n||1.- E::-uTI wos created,
I have more frequently recommended
such senfiﬂes -und !ruuhmfﬂ

.._.l.

_3\’

the famﬂ-.r spstem. '.-:'9_' S

Sinca the Fomily I:uurr was created,
Court-ordered services and treatment in my
field have mare offen targefed the fomily system.

The Overall Impact of the Family Court

Table 2 sets forth the sunvey respondents’ deserip-
tion of the overall impact of the Family Court's creation
omn their field of practice. Survey question 13 specifical
Iy asked respondents 1o indicate either “positive”*nega-
tive,” or " impact” to the following statement: “The
creation of the Family Court has had the following
impact on practice in my feld “Total resulis 1o this sur
vey question are provided, as are the results by county,
fickl of practice, years of experience. educational back-
ground, and highest educational degree when ar least 15
surveys for any of these categories were collected,

As indicared in Table 2, 44 percent of the suraey
respondents described the Family Court's impact on
their practice as positive, Nineteen percent of respon-
dents described the impact as negative, and 37 percent
felt that creativn of the Family Court has had no lmpact
ocn their field of practice. Table 2 also sews forth the
SUIVCY Fesponses organized by the respopdent’s county
of pracoce, field of practice, vears of experience, educa-
tiomal background, and highest educational degree This
data indlicates that a minority of respondents answered
“negative” for each variable. However, for some varahbles
most respomdents answered “no impact”while for ather
variahles moss respondents answered “positive” Further
research could be designed o address whether sech dif

148 m 15
Bak &% B
112 8 “"“.13,':'? 39
AhY% SR 23%
o 70 47
34% 40% 2E%
76 TR 23
44% 42% '. 13%
a7 T-"? 32
34% 44% 17%

lerences are staristically meaningful and to consider the
reasons for any meaningful differences. For purposes of
this articie. it is clear that acrass all variables a majority
of respomddents indicated that creation of the Family
Court has had cither no impact or @ positive impact, as
apposed to a negathve impact, on their field of practice.

Impact of the Family Court on Court-Ordered Services

Tahle 3 sers forth the overall results for the five sur-
vey questions regarding the Family Court's impact on
the nature of coun-ordered services, As Table 3 indi-
cutes, 86 percent of survey respondents agrecd thar the
Family Court should order services and treatment tae-
geting the entire family system, Further, 80 percent of
respondents for whom the question was applicable
agreed that they oypleally recommend family-based serv-
bces to the court, Fortvsix percent of respondents for
whom the question was applicable agreed that they
have recommended family-based services 1o the court
mure often since the Family Court was creared. More
broadly, 51 percent of respondents with an opinion
agreed that services amd treatment ordered by the
Family Court typically marger the family system. Forty-
three percent of respondents with an oplmon agrecd
that services and rreatmens ordered by the Family Court
tirget the family system more often since the Family
Cowrt was coeied. Onoe again, the responses to these
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questions followed these patterns regandless of the
respondents’ county of practice, ficld of prictice, vears
of experience, educational background, or highest
educitional degree

The Child Welfare Worker's Role in Educating other
Family Court Professianals

Table 4 sets forth responses o the following stae
ment: “Snce the Family Cowrt was created, T have
scught to educate persons working within the Family
Court system on the proprcty of osdering services and
treatment that target the entire family system,” Overall
results to this survey Quiestion are provided, as are
results by county, Aeld of practice, vears of experience,
educational background, amd highest educationasl
degree when at least 15 surveys for cach of those cate-
morics wene Cofbected,

As Table 4 indicares, 61 percent of survey respon
dents disagreed that they have sought to educate other
professionals regarding the family court system since
the system’s creation. With six exceptions, a majority of
respondents disagreed with this starement regardless of
the respondent’s county of practice. field of practice,
years of expericnce, educational background, or highest
educational degres. A majornity of respondents practic-
ing in Kalamazos, Ottawa, and Muskegon  counties
agreed with the survey stitement, Further, 3 majority of
respondents who eamed o master's degree, and who
had earned degrees in either psychology or sociology,
agreed with this survey statement, Further mesearch
could be destpned to address whether such differences
are statistically meaningful and o consider the reasons
for any meaningful differences. For the purposes of this
article, it i clear thar & majority of survey respondents
have not sought 10 educate other Family Court profes-
sionals oa the proprety of the Court ordering family-
based services

implications for Child Wellare Practice

A pumber of implications for Michigan's child
wellare workers can be deawn Feoa miy research, First,
child welfare workers must he more dircerly invobved in
the legislative process regarding public policics thar
affect their ficld, My research reveuals that only 4 small
minonty of survey respondents participated in the leg-
istutive process leading w the Familv Court's creation

loseph Kezokiewicz, J.D., MSW

social service workers tend o view the direct provision
of services and advocacy for social change as competing
demands upon their limited me. Most professionals in
the “helping professions” continue 1o view the direct
prowision of seevices s the more “noble” enterprise
given their profession’s roots. This perspective likely
contributed 1o the child welfire workers' Bilure w
become agepressively invalved in the fegislitive process
leading to Michigan's Family Court

Further, the Family Court legisiation reguired local
courts o develop their own particular fimily coun
sysiem within each individual county court system, My
research reveals that only o small minoriy of survey
respondents were invodved in this process at the coun-
ty level. The child welfare worker's ability o participare
i the provess ar the county level was necessarily
confined 10 the desires of the individual judges and
other leaders within ¢ach county, It is conceivable thar
child welfare workers sought to be involved in this
process, but were denied the abilicy w do 50, Farther
rescarch could be designed to address this guestion.

Regardless, my research reveals that at the state
level, where hroader access to dectsion makers is possi
ble, child welfare workers largely abdicated thelr
responsibility (0 impact legiskaglon that focuses on 1he
wore of their practice, Child welfure workers were thus
left v react to the Family Court legislation after its pas-
sage. This circumstance leads 1o & second fumBimental
implication of my research for child welfare practice

MNow that the Familv Court system has been adopt-
cd, child welfare workers must affiemacively seck o
elfcct the policies underlving the Family Court legisia
tiom, Creation of Michigan's Family Court may not have
been driven by recognition of the specific treatment
ocused trends discussed in the introduction and Hiera-
wire review, but the fact remains that the Family Court
provides an opportunity for child welfire workers and
the Family Court staff o rake advantage of the Family
Court’s podenial Specifically, the existence of the
Family Court model provides an opportunity for child
welfare workers to push for adoption of more family-
focused services and treatment.

Unfortunacely, sny research reveals that Michigan's
child welfare workers ase notd currently tking sdvan-
tage of this unique opportunity. A majority of child
wellare workers are not educating other professionals

—r
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within the family coust system regarding the opporunitics
o deliver funily-focused treatment and services more
effectvely. To change this situanion, child wellare work-
crs musd first ensure that they are adequazely trabned o
successfully work within the Faumily Cowrr, Secondlby,
child weifare workers mst seek o educate and bead
the judicinry on how the fimily cour system can best
b e,

Hegarding the first poinr, Beeg (1994) correctly
notes that child welfare workers must be trained to
intervens in a varery of svsiems and e focus onoa varl-
cry of matters. An effective child welfire worker in a3
Family court system must be competent in the felds of
juvenile delinguency, child abuse and seglect, and child
custody matters, The educational corrieulum for sow-
dents intending o encer the child welfzre Geld must
reflect this daunting reality.

Additdonally, child welfare workers must understand
thic intricecics of the faonuly courts judicial system as
well as they understand the developmental, onfologlcal,
and climical issues surrounding the families that become
invnlvesd i rthe fimily court svstem. Law schools such as
the University of Michigan Schood of Law have assumed
it lesdership role in providing incerdisciplinary educa-
ton o faw students interested in family law practice.
Students take courses in both lawe and socil work to
disvelop & sowund basis for working within this feld,
Educathonal programs geared mowand child welfame must
folbow this bead o ensure thar graduares choosing
carcers in child welfare can successfully navigate the
legal and social services systems in which they will proic-
tice, Child welfare worbers currently in practice migs!
seek amdd demand opporunides for continuing educa-
tion to address their own gaps in knowledge, Only child
welfare workers conversant in both the social scienoes
and legal aspects of practice within the Family Court
will be able to educate, guide, and assist the judiciacy in
recognizing that Family Court issucs reguire creative
Family-based interventions,

Turning ta the second podnr, educaring and leading
the judiciary involves two steps. To hegin with, child
welfare workers must seck opporiunites o address
Family Court judges amd referees, court administrators,
attarnevs, and other denofied sizkeholders (collective-
b, the “judiciary™ for the purpose of this discussion).
Members of the judiciary meet at regularly scheduled

m Tuvecile ond Family Courl Journal = Winter 2001

professional conferences where child welfare workers
coukd present such traindngs, Addivonally, child welfane
workers should seck the assistance of beaders in thelr
own family courts to develop trainings uniowe o their
particulur systems. Many  judicial  orainings  have
occurred since the inception of the Family Court, b
spch trainings have been primarily driven by the judici-
ary, Child welfare workers have plaved onby a peripher
al rede when involved ar all. Child welfare workers must
assumie 4 leadership role in such rainings.

Education of the judiciary mst foces on the nature
af family-based treatment and muoest sieess the child
welfare worker's expertise in such treatment. The juddi-
ciary must be provided a pencral understanding of fam-
thv-based rrearment, inclhuding such crucial concepts as
equifinality Appled w peactice within the Family Court,
the concept of equifinality suggests that regandless of 2
family’s specific presenting problem, and regandless of
the court’s particular *jurisdictional point of entey” inte
the family sysiem, an appropriate fimily-based inteeven-
tion sct forth inthe court's orders can effect 4 positive
chinge for that family. In shott, it s drrelevant how the
Family Court obtains jurisdiction over the family provid-
ed approprigte services are ordered based on the
particular family’s needs. The equifinality concepr justi-
fies the very existence of the Family Court,

Additionally, child welfare workers must challengs:
the judickry w intervene in cases in @ manner reflecting
the policies underlving the Family Court, Such chal
lenges amount 10 o more aggressive approach to educs-
tion. In short. child welfare workers must assert the
propriety of Bmily-based interventions by challenging
the courts 0 onder such intervendons. Doing so will
prove threatening o some persons within the family
Court system. but child welfare workers nrust not wait to
“win over” those individuals currently working within
the system, Child welfire workers must now seck 10
effect family-based treatment services,

By assuming a leadership role in the Family Court,
child wetfare workers will impact another broad wrend
indicated in my research results. Forty-four percent of
survey respondents described the Fimily Coun's impact
on their field of practice as positive, but 36 percent
described the impact 25 negative or felt there had been
no impact at all, Ferther, though 94 percent of respon-
dents who expressexd an opinicn agrecd thar the Family
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: | i g workers to aggressively seek more
system, Oonly 43 percent ut'ﬂ:ﬁpu:mdc xXpres - . orders. Only then will the family
an opinion agreed et the courts e ", £ Begin }"mairivel}' b Empace their practice. By
often since creation of the fumily court }ad:,mg to reap the benefits of the fmily

Child welfare workers must bea some ; the sérvice provider's perspective,
ty for this sinuation due to their lick of involvement i’ ;"ll?&t'TE will promote the Fmily courts’
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APPENDIX A
[Survey Distributed to Child Welfore Workers)

k-

FAMILY COURT SURVEY

Piease indicate the County where vou currently practice;
Phease indicare your enrrent fleld of practice:

[ child abuss/neglect _ ) friemd of the ciouer
L] juvenibe delinguency _jeourt ordered treatment/thenipy
[ administration _J vther

Please indicate the number of vears vou have been practicing In vour current field:
] less than 1 ) berwoeen 5 and 15
(i berween 1 and 5 [} more than 13

Please indicate the number of vears vou have been practicing in any field involving family court margers:
[} bess than 1 ] betwern 5 and 15
) betwoeen | oand 5 1 maore than 15

Please indicate your academic major{s)

] social work [T} education
7] criminal justice,faw enforcement [} child development
1 psvchology ] libegal arts
] sociokogy ] other
Please indicate your highest educational degree:
) associare s | master's
"] bachelor's [} docrorare

Plegse indicate the best answer to each of the following questions:

7

Lk,

11.

Ery

Practitioners in my field of practice have a stake in the effective operation of Michigan's Family Court
] AGREE ] DISAGREE ] NG OPINICH

1 was aware of the legislative process leading 1o the creanon of Michlgan's Family Court.
_| AMGREE ] DISAGREE

Given my experience in my field of practice. | could have provided helpful input in deafting the legistation
that created Michigan's Family Courr.
| AGREE ] DISAGREE

I was involved in the legiskitive process feading to the creation of Michigan's Family Court
] AGREE 7] DISAGREE

Glven my experience in my ficld of practice. 1 could have played a valuable role in the process of crealing
or grganizing the family court in my county.
1 AIGREE _1 DISAGREE

Tuvenile and Family Court Journal » Winter 2001
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12,

13

14

1%

16

18

9,

I did play a role in the process of creating or organizing the Family Court in my cownty,
] AGREE ] DMISAGHEE

The ceeation of the Family Court has had the following impact on practice in my fleld:
L PUSITIVE ] NEGATIVE CF MO EMIPACT

In order to effectively intervene in family court matters, the faimily court should order services and

tretment that wrget the entire family sysoem,
] AGREE ] DISAGREE 1 INO OPENION

| typically recommend to the family court services and treatment that turget the entire fumily system.
] AGREE ] DSAGREE L] NOT APPLICABLE

since the family court was created, I have more frequently recommended to the court services and treatment

that target the entire family system
] AGREE ] DISAGREE [ NOT APPLICABLE

7. Since the family court was created, | have sought to educate persons working within the family court system

on the propriety of ordering services and treatment that target the entire family svsiem,
] AMGREE [_] DISAGHREE

Services and treatment ordered by the family court in my fcld of prracrice typlcally raeget the entire

family system,
] AGREE 7] DISAGREE ] MO OPINION

Since the family court was created, services and treatment ordered by the court in my field of practice have

mire often rgeted the entire family svstem.
] AGREE ] DISAGHEE ] MO QPINTON
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AFPENDIX B

Nere Hesikts iy Aol otal 1 1N percent beciite saae eespondents indicated mome than one Sficid of precior and educaanal background
AhlinboaEe, some respomdenis filed (o answer e2ch surey U,

TOTAL SURVEY RESULTS
1 Ry T L CREATION OF THE FAMILY COURT

u_' W '__r_':'-‘_ e .' o, 17 e s f 4+
o Rl ST RS aceee B EE MO OFINION
Frnr.:llhr.:unafs in m].- Te[d of prudlr.a have o stoka in the 143 ] 17

 effective operction of the Fum||1r Cour.

Guie of e el proc

=i R

S v R
"ﬂ'di'k’l'n-?-" 2 :
I cﬂuld have pmwlded |np-u1 in dmﬁrng tha legislotion 127 47

thet created the Fl::mlh.- Cotert,

* Uws Tneolvedt in hd legislative svocsss IEEEH:IE[ o the. 5 Doeleesry
'Tﬁ:i it vl:inf ﬂﬂ& Fﬂﬁ\ﬂf}f CuuH S e G’ a-_’ﬁ s
I ::ﬁu!d hr_we pluyad a veluable rale in criactirg or 122 55
arganizing the Family Court in my courity.
I did pley a role in creating o erganizing the 22 150

Farmily: Cowrt in-my couniy.

jrjﬁﬁh]lr 'COURT ON FIELD OF PRACTICE

F’ =i W IETEETST rosmve  [UENEGRIVETY]  NOMPACT
The crer::’rmn of the Family Cnurr h‘l:lS F'u:-d the fcnllmmng o 3z 63

impad on my field of prochce.

m«zﬁmﬁm

Since the Fomily Court was created, | hu'-'El mare
frequently recommended such services and freatment.

Esrw:a: ond freciment m:lered by maFumﬁy Cwﬁ 74 15 ﬁ{mhﬁ. = g
* in my field typically target tha family system. i
Since the Family Court wos cresled, Courtordered 57 77 57

services and treaiment in my fisld have mare often
torgsted the family system.

_f-;-,::- ; 1_-"- f-".'ﬁ f or n:. anu-:mun m: urﬂm rnnfissrnml.s
s mﬁmmm prEmme STy Aok [SDERGREEGE
Since 1-"'".- Famuf}r Courl was Ueuhzd I h-:wE mughf 683 103
to educale ather professionals regarding the
Family Courf.
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